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Abstract When risky child and family circumstances
cannot be resolved at home, (temporary) 24-h out-of-home
placement of the child may be an alternative strategy. To
identify specific placement risks and needs, care profes-
sionals must have information about the child and his or
her family, care history, and social-cultural characteristics
at admission to out-of-home care. However, to date infor-
mation on case characteristics and particular their simi-
larities and differences across the three main types of out-
of-home settings (namely foster care, family-style group
care, and residential care) is largely lacking. This review
compiles and compares characteristics of school-aged
children of average intelligence and their families at the
time of each child’s admission to one of the three care
modalities. A scoping review technique that provides a
broad search strategy and ensures sufficient coverage of the
available literature is used. Based on the 36 studies inclu-
ded, there is consensus that the majority of normally
intelligent children in care demonstrate severe develop-
mental and behavioral problems. However, the severeness
as well as the kinds of defining characteristics present
differ among the children in foster care, family-style group
care, and residential care. The review also identifies several
existing knowledge gaps regarding relevant risk factors.
Future research is recommended to fill these gaps and
determine the developmental pathway in relation to chil-
dren’s risks and needs at admission. This will contribute to
the development of an evidence-based risks and needs
assessment tool that will enable care professionals to make
informed referrals to a specific type of out-of-home care
when such a placement is required.
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Introduction
The United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child
states that every child has the right to live with his or her
parents or to stay in touch with them, unless this would
harm the child’s development (United Nations 1989). It
also states that every child has the right to grow up in a
supportive, protective, and caring environment that pro-
motes his or her full potential. Positive child development
is sometimes compromised by development-threatening
child characteristics, adverse family circumstances, or
interactions between both areas. When these risky cir-
cumstances cannot be effectively addressed by appropriate
outpatient support, 24-h out-of-home placement of the
child is usually considered a meaningful strategy for
remediating the developmental risks (Bhatti-Sinclair and
Sutcliffe 2012; Huefner et al. 2010; Pinto and Maia 2013;
Vanschoonlandt et al. 2013).
Out-of-home (24-h) care consists of a continuum of
intensive and restrictive care services, which range from
lower-level family-based settings (e.g. relative foster care)
to family-style group care to several types of residential
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treatment care (Huefner et al. 2010). Residential treatment
centers in turn also reflect a continuum of services that vary
from open residential to secure residential to inpatient
psychiatric care (Barth 2002). Secure residential care
seems to be especially preferred in juveniles with persistent
aggressive behavior problems (Vermaes and Nijhof 2014),
whereas inpatient psychiatric care is reserved for children
who additionally display psychotic or suicidal behavior
(Curtis et al. 2001; Huefner et al. 2010). In family-style
group care, children live in home-like settings with live-in
workers (Lee and Thompson 2009). This kind of care can
be viewed as an intermediate setting between foster and
residential care (Barth 2002; Huefner et al. 2010; Rouvoet
2009).
In accordance with the United Nations Guidelines for
the Alternative Care of Children (henceforth ‘‘UN guide-
lines’’), foster care or other family-based settings are the
predominant types of care when out-of-home placement is
required (United Nations 2009, December 18). These set-
tings are considered to be most consistent with the best
interests and needs of the child (Courtney 1998; Doran and
Berliner 2001; Harder et al. 2013). However, little scien-
tific evidence is available to support the recommendation to
place children in family-based settings such as foster care
(Bartelink 2013; Grietens 2012; Hussey and Guo 2002). In
addition, one-third to one-half of foster children experience
serious placement disruptions (Scholte, 1997; Van den
Bergh and Weterings 2010; Van Manen 2011). These
placement disruptions have negative impacts on children’s
well-being and functioning. They also increase the risk of
behavioral and emotional problems and heighten the like-
lihood of new (placement) breakdowns in subsequent foster
families (Doran and Berliner 2001; Newton et al. 2000;
Oosterman et al. 2007; Strijker et al. 2008). One of the
main reasons for breakdowns in foster care is the child’s
level of externalizing behavior problems (Barber and
Delfabbro 2002; Newton et al. 2000; Strijker et al. 2008;
Vanschoonlandt et al. 2012). Several researchers have
therefore suggested that children with certain specific
(treatment) needs are better off when they are placed
directly in a more restricted treatment setting such as res-
idential care (Barber et al. 2001; Butler and McPherson
2007; De Swart et al. 2012; Doran and Berliner 2001;
Hussey and Guo 2002; Scholte 1997). Similarly, the UN
guidelines state that residential care is applicable ‘‘for cases
where such a setting is specifically appropriate, necessary
and constructive for the individual child concerned and in
his/her best interests’’ (United Nations 2009, December 18,
p. 5). This statement implies that individual and contextual
characteristics at the time of admission will partly deter-
mine which setting across the continuum of out-of-home
care services is most appropriate. However, information on
similarities and differences in a child’s attending risk
factors and needs at the time of admission to a certain type
of out-of-home care is to date largely unavailable or
ambiguous (Barth 2002).
This paper compiles and compares child, family, care
history, and social-cultural characteristics at admission of
children who are placed in three of the main types of out-
of-home care (namely foster care, family-style group care,
and residential care). A scoping review technique is used to
(1) chart case characteristics of normally intelligent chil-
dren (aged 6–12 years) placed out-of-home in one of the
three main care modalities, (2) define similarities and dif-
ferences among those characteristics, (3) determine the
severity of the child and family’s problems, and (4) iden-
tify the existing knowledge gaps within research on this
particular population. The results of this scoping review
will help practitioners and policy makers to be aware of
specific risk factors and needs associated with children
placed out-of-home, which might promote positive child
development and reduce the risk of placement breakdowns.
In addition, knowledge of these factors may contribute to
the increased demand for an evidence-based assessment
tool to determine these specific risks and needs of disturbed
children; such as the Risk-Need-Responsivity model of
Andrews et al. (2011).
Method
We considered a scoping review to be the most fitting
technique for answering our research question. Such a
review provides a broad search strategy that includes hand
searching through key journals, reference lists from the
literature, and information from relevant organizations or
existing networks (Arksey and O’Malley 2005). This
technique is generally used to summarize research findings
and identify research gaps (Arksey and O’Malley 2005).
Hereto we used an adaptation of the developmental
framework of Kerig et al. (2012). The framework of Kerig
et al. (2012) is based on a holistic and dynamic approach
that perceives a child’s development as being the result of
interaction between a series of successive developmental
processes. Simultaneously, the child interacts with his or
her different contexts of development and deals with the
attending risk and protective factors (Kerig et al. 2012). In
line with this framework, we distinguished five contexts of
development: (a) biological, (b) individual, (c) family,
(d) care history, and (e) social-cultural.
The following inclusion criteria were used. Studies had
to (a) focus primarily on child and family-related charac-
teristics at admission that connect to the chosen develop-
mental framework; (b) concern Western-oriented literature;
(c) be written in English or Dutch; (d) have a publication
date from 1990 onwards; (e) relate mainly to school-aged
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(i.e. 6–12 years) children; and (f) focus on a research
population that is comparable to the European population
in terms of ethnicity. The review’s exclusion criteria were
(a) studies concerning adopted children or children with
intellectual disabilities; (b) studies related to crisis place-
ments, secure residential care, and inpatient psychiatric
care; (c) and graduate-level theses or dissertations. No
differences were made between articles about kinship
foster care (i.e. care by relatives) and non-kinship foster
care, due to the ambiguity of evidence in relation to the
superior performance of either form of care (Wilson et al.
2004).
We undertook systematic searches with a combination
of search terms in the following electronic databases:
CINAHL, ERIC, PsychInfo, and MEDLINE. Due to the
heterogeneity of the terminology in youth care studies, we
used a broad scope of search terms to achieve sufficient
coverage of the available literature. Such an approach is
common when scoping reviews are conducted (Arksey and
O’Malley 2005). First, to define the relevant case charac-
teristics, we used the terms typolog*, epidemolog*,
prevalence, profile, baseline, characteristic, discriminat*,
variable, cue, differ*, similar*, and compar*. Second, to
define the research population we used child*, infant, boy,
girl, juvenile, kid, youth, and toddler. Finally, to define
settings for out-of-home care we used residential, institu-
tional, foster, out-of-home, group home, shelter care, group
care, teaching family homes, family home, family-style
group care, teaching family model, and family type home.
Thereafter, the results were refined to focus specifically on
studies that considered school-aged children (i.e.
6–12 years old) and used the following types of method-
ology: systematic review, meta-analysis, literature review,
prospective study, follow-up study, and longitudinal study.
Additional articles were obtained using the snowball
method, in which we followed references of interest from
relevant handbooks, key journals, and certain articles.
Similarly, we hand-searched the sites of relevant organi-
zations that work in the field of youth care, such as the
Netherlands Youth Institute.
We determined whether all of the articles identified
through the literature search met the inclusion criteria
based on their title, abstract, and key words. If they did,
their full texts were imported into the ‘‘Endnote’’ biblio-
graphic software package. We then used Microsoft Excel to
record several literature data characteristics as the basis for
the final selection of articles. The final results of the search
strategy, including the specific reasons for article exclu-
sion, are displayed in a flowchart (Fig. 1). Articles that
were only used to build the introduction or define specific
terms are hereby excluded. In total, 36 articles met all of
the inclusion criteria when their full texts were considered.
The accompanying Table 1 identifies the considered
type(s) of care-modality, sample size, and country of origin
considered for each included primary empirical study.
Three noteworthy comments can be made with regard to
the included articles. First, there was some overlap between
the datasets used for analysis in the reports of Strijker et al.
(2002, 2005); Hussey (2006); Hussey and Guo (2002); and
Tarren-Sweeney (2008, 2013). We nevertheless decided to
include all of the articles, due to the different purposes of
each study. Second, all of the foster care articles concerned
long-term foster care; the sole exception was the article of
Lee and Thompson (2008), which specifically related to
treatment foster care. Finally, although we used the results
of Minnis e tal. (2006) for the description of several
characteristics, we excluded their results from our sum-
mary table of case characteristics (Table 2). This was
because the mostly Caucasian ethnic composition of their
population is not comparable with the composition of the
European population.
Results
In this section, the differences and similarities of children
at admission to foster care, family-style group care, and
residential care that were identified during the literature
review are discussed. Additionally, all reported defining
characteristics are summarized in Table 2, where they are
arranged by both the five contexts of development and the
three care modalities.
Biological Context
Within the biological context, gender was frequently
mentioned as a defining characteristic. In most studies,
girls were more represented in foster care than boys
(Armsden et al. 2000; James et al. 2012; Lee and
Thompson 2008; Scholte 1997; Strijker et al. 2005, 2008;
Van den Bergh and Weterings 2010; Vanderfaeillie et al.
2013; Vanschoonlandt et al. 2013). Some researchers found
a slightly higher percentage of boys, up to a maximum of
56 % (Holtan et al. 2005; Minnis et al. 2006; Wilson et al.
2004). Conversely, in family-style group care boys were
mostly represented (Gardeniers and De Vries 2011; Lee
and Thompson 2008; Van der Steege 2012). Here the
reported percentages of boys varied from 54 to 62 %.
However, very little evidence was found that the gender
differences between foster care and family-style group care
are statistically significant. Only Lee and Thompson (2008)
reported a significant difference in the number of boys in
these two categories. Finally, the vast majority of the
children in residential care were boys; the percentages
varied from 59 to 72 % (Hussey 2006; Hussey and Guo
2002; James et al. 2012; Lee and Thompson 2008; Scholte
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1997; Scholte and Van der Ploeg 2010). Nevertheless,
neither James et al. (2012) nor Scholte (1997) found any
statistically significant differences between foster and res-
idential care concerning gender differences.
With respect to age of admission, children in foster care
were on average between 7 and 11 years old (Barber and
Delfabbro 2009; Bernedo et al. 2014; James et al. 2012;
Minnis et al. 2006; Strijker et al. 2008, 2002). Only Tarren-
Sweeney (2013) found an average age of 3.5 years at entry
into care, although this presumably concerns the age at first
placement. In family-style group care, the mean age of
admission varied from 10 to 12 years old (Gardeniers and
De Vries 2011; Van der Steege 2012). According to Lee
and Thompson (2008), children in family-style group care
were significantly older than children in foster care when
placed out-of-home. However, they only included children
aged 8 years and older in their research population, which
might have increased the reported mean age of admission.
Lastly, the average age of admission for residentially
placed children appear to be the highest of the three set-
tings. The reported mean ages varied from 10 to 14 years
(Hussey 2006; James et al. 2012; Scholte 1997; Scholte and
Van der Ploeg 2010). In comparison with foster children,
residentially placed children were reported to be signifi-
cantly older at admission (James et al. 2012; Scholte 1997).
Curtis et al. (2001) made the same conclusion based on
their literature review. Only two studies specifically
reported age at the time of first placement into out-of-home
care: Yampolskaya et al. (2014) found an average age of
6.4 years (SD = 5.4), while Hussey and Guo (2002)
Fig. 1 Flowchart showing the results of the search strategy
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reported an average of 4.9 (specifically for residentially
placed children). It should be noted that the ambiguity in
reported figures is presumably due to differences in
research methodology between the included studies.
A third defining characteristic of children in care was
their physical health. Yampolskaya et al. (2014) demon-
strated that six percent of the children had physical health
problems. However, James et al. (2012) reported substan-
tially more chronic health problems for children in both
foster and residential care: they found that approximately
one-third of the children have these problems. Likewise,
Tarren-Sweeney (2008) indicated physical health problems
in 30 % of the foster children. The comparability of the
findings related to physical health problems is limited by
the heterogeneity of these problems’ definition. Tarren-
Sweeney (2008) for example referred to specific physical
health problems such as epilepsy and motor neurological
conditions, whereas both James et al. (2012) and Yam-
polskaya et al. (2014) used a broader definition like ‘‘the
presence of any serious chronic physical health conditions
that adversely impact the child’s daily functioning’’
(Yampolskaya et al. 2014, p. 196).
Lastly, some studies reported the average IQ of children
in care. A meta-analysis of IQ delays in orphanages by Van
IJzendoorn (2008) showed a mean IQ of 84.4 (SD = 16.8),
which can be classified as ‘‘below average’’ intellectual
functioning. Hussey and Guo (2002) also found a mean IQ
of this order for residentially placed children (M = 82.5,
SD = 17.4). On the other hand, a longitudinal survey of
residentially placed children by Scholte and Van der Ploeg
(2010) showed a mean IQ of 90.2, which reflects lower
levels of ‘‘average intelligence.’’ Unfortunately, no study
Table 1 Summary table of
study characteristics of included
primary empirical studies
(n = 29)
Study (publication year) Setting(s)a N Country of origin
Armsden et al. (2000) FC 362 USA
Barber and Delfabbro (2009) FC 235 Australia
Bernedo et al. (2014) FC 104 Spain
Bhatti-Sinclair and Sutcliffe (2012) OCN 274,203 USA
Esposito et al. (2013) OCN 2940 Canada
Franze´n et al. (2008) FC, RC 3485b Sweden
Gardeniers and De Vries (2011) FGC 162 The Netherlands
Holtan et al. (2005) FC 135 Norway
Hussey (2006) RC 306 USA
Hussey and Guo (2002) RC 142 USA
James et al. (2012) FC, RC 1191 USA
Lee and Thompson (2008) FC, FGC 828 USA
Minnis et al. (2006) FC 175 UK
Newton et al. (2000) FC 514 USA
Scholte (1997) FC, RC 81 The Netherlands
Scholte and Van der Ploeg (2010) RC 123 The Netherlands
Strijker and Knorth (2009) FC 419 The Netherlands
Strijker et al. (2008) FC 419 The Netherlands
Strijker et al. (2002) FC 120 The Netherlands
Strijker et al. (2005) FC 91 The Netherlands
Sullivan (2008) FC 2996 USA
Tarren-Sweeney (2008) FC 347 Australia
Tarren-Sweeney (2013) FC 347 Australia
Van der Steege (2012) FGC 56 The Netherlands
Vanderfaeillie et al. (2013) FC 49 Belgium
Vanschoonlandt et al. (2012) FC 20 Belgium
Vanschoonlandt et al. (2013) FC 212 Belgium
Yampolskaya et al. (2014) OCN 33,092 USA
Zima et al. (2000) FC, RC 330 USA
a FC foster care, FGC family-style group care, RC residential care, OCN out-of-home care, not otherwise
specified
b Only information of the cohort ‘school-aged children (6–12)’ has been used
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was found reporting the mean IQ of foster children and
children placed in family-style group care. De Swart et al.
(2012) confirmed in their meta-analysis, that even to date
remarkable few studies include IQ as moderator, whilst
literature data have shown that this factor partly affects the
child’s cognitive abilities and learning style. However, a
retrospective study by Tarren-Sweeney (2008) concluded
that nearly 23 % of foster children had an intellectual
disability. In general, available data indicate that a lower
IQ is associated with higher levels of psychopathology
(Hussey and Guo 2002; Tarren-Sweeney 2008).
Individual Context
According to Bhatti-Sinclair and Sutcliffe (2012), risk
factors within the individual context are the main reason
for out-of-home placement. In the literature, a frequently
mentioned risk factor was the presence of emotional
problems. A recent study of Yampolskaya et al. (2014)
found that more than half (53 %) of the children in care had
such problems. With regard to foster care, the reported
percentage of foster children with emotional problems
varied from 14 to 45 %, mostly as measured with the Child
Behavior Checklist (CBCL) (Armsden et al. 2000; Bernedo
et al. 2014; James et al. 2012; Minnis et al. 2006; Scholte
1997; Sullivan 2008; Tarren-Sweeney 2013; Vanderfaeillie
et al. 2013). Within residential care, this prevalence rate
varied from 39 to 57 % (James et al. 2012; Scholte 1997;
Scholte and Van der Ploeg 2010). No information was
found regarding emotional problems in children placed in
family-style group care. When comparing the number of
children with emotional problems in foster and residential
Table 2 Summary table of
defining characteristics,
arranged by context and setting
Foster care Family-style group care Residential care
Biological context
Male gender/child (%) 38–56 54–62 59–72
Mean age of admission/child (years) 7.5–11.0 10.0–12.0 9.9–13.8
Chronic health problems/child (%) 27–30 7 38
Mean IQ/childa unkn. unkn. 82.5–90.2
Individual context
Emotional problems/child (%) 14–45 unkn. 39–57
Behavioral problems/child (%) 34–63 40–60 53–62
Attachment problems/child (%) 14–20 50 31–52
School/cognitive problems/child (%) 15–36 30–36 20–55
Use of medication/child (%) 36 unkn. 92
Family context
Divorced/biological parents (%) 84 43 72–80
Deceased/parent (%) unkn. 27 unkn.
(Physical/emotional) child abuse (%) 5–45 28–52 15–63
(Physical/emotional) child neglect (%) 21–78 39–41 29–69
Child sexual abuse (%) 6–29 17 11–46
Domestic violence (%) 32–41 31 16–18
Parental mental illness (%) 30–61 20–38 41–61
Parental substance abuse (%) 19–34 21 26–49
Parental incarceration (%) 26 16 12
Care history context
Number of previous placements (mean) 1.3–3.4 2.0 4.3–6.6
Admission from birth home (%) 45–56 23 48–52
Child protective service custody (%) 57–59 65–82 66–73
Social-cultural context
Peer problems (%) 8 29 46
Caucasian ethnic background (%) 51–58 60–93 49–77
Low income/poverty (%) 81 unkn. 83–95
When percentages or means varied, the range is given
Unkn. = unknown
a Total IQ-score
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care, James et al. (2012) did not find any statistically sig-
nificant differences. However, Scholte (1997) demon-
strated that residentially placed children showed emotional
problems significantly more often than foster children.
Considering behavior problems, the number of foster
children with a score in the (borderline) clinical range on
the externalizing problems scale of the CBCL covered a
broad area, varying from 34 to 63 % (Armsden et al. 2000;
Bernedo et al. 2014; James et al. 2012; Minnis et al. 2006;
Tarren-Sweeney 2013; Vanderfaeillie et al. 2013; Van-
schoonlandt et al. 2013). At least one-third of foster chil-
dren had these problems. In contrast, Scholte (1997)
reported much lower scores on the different subscales
belonging to the externalizing problems scale, varying
from 10 to 15 %. This difference is probably due to the
dating of the research. Last decades, more children with
severe psychosocial problems presumably have been
admitted to foster care instead of being placed in more
restricted types of care [in accordance with the UN
guidelines (2009, December 18)]. In family-style group
homes, 40–60 % of the children showed behavior prob-
lems, especially hyperactive and impulsive or defiant and
antisocial behavior (Van der Steege 2012). Lee and
Thompson (2008) found that children in family-style group
homes had (with statistical significance) more behavior
problems than those placed in treatment foster care.
Finally, behavior problems were reported in more than half
of the children at admission to residential care (James et al.
2012; Scholte 1997; Scholte and Van der Ploeg 2010). The
same studies also reported that residentially placed children
showed (with statistical significance) more behavior prob-
lems in comparison with foster children. As claimed by
Esposito et al. (2013), the degree of behavior problems
increases the risk of an out-of-home placement, in partic-
ular for older children.
The behavior problems seem in part to be related to
attachment problems (Newton et al. 2000; Vanschoonlandt
et al. 2012). Therefore, the quality of the attachment
development of children in care is a third relevant factor
within the individual context. A recent review of Pritchett
et al. (2013) concluded that the severeness of attachment
problems was related to negative placement outcomes.
Nevertheless, little detailed information was found con-
cerning the prevalence of the attachment problems of
children placed out-of-home. The definition of attachment
problems also appeared to be very heterogeneous. Con-
cerning foster care, Tarren-Sweeney (2013) found symp-
toms in 20 % of the foster children that specifically related
to complex attachment problems that were not reducible to
other psychiatric disorders. Strijker et al. (2008) reported a
slightly lower percentage of 14 %, but they only included
foster children with an actual Diagnostic Manual of Mental
Disorder classification for reactive attachment disorder. In
family-style group care, attachment problems were repor-
ted in 50 % of the children (Van der Steege 2012). Finally,
Scholte and Van der Ploeg (2010) found signs of social and
emotional detachment in 31 % of the residentially placed
children. In this study, the Social Emotional Detachment
Questionnaire (in Dutch called VFO) was used (Scholte
and Van der Ploeg 2007). They have similarly inventoried
the rate of children with insecure attachment patterns based
on the children’s case files and found a percentage of 52 %
(Scholte and Van der Ploeg 2010). Generally speaking, on
average one-third of the children in care have attachment
problems. This was also confirmed in a meta-analysis by
Van IJzendoorn et al. (1999), who demonstrated that 38 %
of the children (aged 0–4 years) in ‘‘normal’’ middle class,
nonclinical groups in North America showed insecure
attachment patterns.
A fourth relevant factor was the cognitive development
and related school performance. As noted previously, both
aspects are affected by the child’s intelligence (De Swart
et al. 2012). Problems in cognitive development and poor
school performance seem to be the least common in foster
care; at most one-third of the foster children had poor
academic performance (Bernedo et al. 2014; James et al.
2012; Minnis et al. 2006; Scholte 1997; Tarren-Sweeney
2008). Likewise, according to Van der Steege (2012) found
that approximately one-third of the children in family-style
group care demonstrated cognitive problems such as social
skills problems and attention problems. With regard to
residential care, the reported percentages of children with
cognitive problems showed more variability. One-fifth to
one-half of the children appeared to have school-related
problems, such as poor school motivation or delays in
language, cognition, or adaptive behavior (James et al.
2012; Scholte 1997; Scholte and Van der Ploeg 2010).
Zima et al. (2000) found a relationship between caregiver
scores in the clinical range on the CBCL and a history of
suspension or expulsion. In total, they reported that 14 %
of the children in care experienced at least one suspension
or expulsion (Zima et al. 2000). These researchers also
reported that 23 % of the children in care had reading and
math skill delays and that 13 % repeated at least one grade
(Zima et al. 2000). Unfortunately, no distinction was made
between foster and residentially placed children. James
et al. (2012) did not find any significant differences in
cognitive development and school performance when
comparing residentially placed and foster children. In
contrast, Scholte (1997) found significantly more school-
related problems in residentially placed children than in
foster children. Because different aspects of cognitive
development and school performance were measured in the
two studies, their results are not directly comparable. In
general, both Pritchett et al. (2013) and De Swart et al.
(2012) state that little is known about the school
J Child Fam Stud (2016) 25:2357–2371 2363
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performance, cognitive skills, and IQs of out-of-home
placed children in relation to placement outcomes. Fur-
thermore, Pritchett et al. (2013) conclude that the existing
literature shows conflicting results concerning whether risk
factors in this area enhance the chance of negative place-
ment outcomes.
Finally, a study of Tarren-Sweeney (2008) indicated that
36 % of foster children were prescribed any type of med-
ication; most common ones being mood-altering (‘‘psy-
chotropic’’) and asthma medications. For children in
residential care, Hussey and Guo (2002) reported a very
high percentage (92 %) of children using psychotropic
medication. No studies related to the use of medication in
family-style group care were found.
Family Context
Numbers concerning parental divorce were searched first.
The percentage of divorced parents (43 %) in family-style
group care reported by Van der Steege (2012) approxi-
mated the overall divorce rate in the Netherlands, which is
37 % (Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek 2013). Moreover,
14 % of the children with divorced parents lived in a
stepfamily (Van der Steege 2012). The percentage of
divorced parents in both foster and residential care is many
times higher. In foster care, Scholte (1997) reported a
percentage of 84 %. Similarly, in residential care the per-
centage of divorced parents was indicated as being between
72 and 80 % (Scholte 1997; Scholte and Van der Ploeg
2010). It should be noted that all of the reported percent-
ages are based on Dutch research populations. Also related
to the family composition is the percentage deceased
parents. Numbers were only found for family-style group
care. Van der Steege (2012) reported that 9 % of the
mothers and 18 % of the fathers of placed children were
deceased.
Next to family composition, the degree of family
problems was a relevant defining characteristic in children
placed out-of-home. Complex and multiple family prob-
lems are a main reason for out-of-home placement of
young children (aged 0–9 years) in particular (Esposito
et al. 2013; Yampolskaya et al. 2014). A commonly
mentioned risk factor in this area was child abuse. Con-
cerning physical or emotional child abuse, approximately
5–45 % of foster children have a history of this type of
abuse (Bernedo et al. 2014; James et al. 2012; Lee and
Thompson 2008; Scholte 1997; Strijker et al. 2008; Tarren-
Sweeney 2008). Only Minnis et al. (2006) reported a much
higher percentage of emotional child abuse in their Scottish
sample, namely 77 %. On the other hand, the reported
percentage of 5 % by Vanschoonlandt et al. (2013) was
actually very low in comparison to other studies concern-
ing foster care. When distinguishing between physical and
emotional child abuse among foster children, physical
abuse seems to be less common: up to one-third of them
have a history of this type of abuse. Regarding family-style
group care, Van der Steege (2012) reported a similar per-
centage of 28 % of children being physically or emotion-
ally abused. In contrast, Lee and Thompson (2008) stated
that 52 % of the children in family-style group care
experienced physical or emotional abuse. Lastly, the per-
centage of residentially placed children with a history of
this type of abuse varied from 15 to 63 % (Hussey 2006;
Hussey and Guo 2002; James et al. 2012; Lee and
Thompson 2008; Scholte and Van der Ploeg 2010). It is
noteworthy that the Hussey and Guo’s (2002) reported
percentage of 63 % was almost twice as high as other
reported percentages for residentially placed children. This
is possibly due to the specific research population in that
study.
Another common type of child abuse was physical or
emotional neglect. In short, the literature suggests that at
least one-quarter to one-third of out-of-home placed chil-
dren experience neglect, although the presented percent-
ages differ considerably. For foster children, in general
one-half to two-thirds of the children have been neglected
within their family of origin (Bernedo et al. 2014; James
et al. 2012; Lee and Thompson 2008; Strijker and Knorth
2009; Tarren-Sweeney 2008; Yampolskaya et al. 2014).
Only Vanschoonlandt et al. (2013) found a much lower
percentage of neglected foster children, namely 21 %. Lee
and Thompson (2008) found that foster children had a
history of neglect significantly more often than children
placed in family-style group care. When it comes to this
latter type of care, about 40 % of the children have expe-
rienced physical neglect, emotional neglect, or both within
their family of origin (Lee and Thompson 2008; Van der
Steege 2012). In residential care, findings demonstrated
percentages of neglected children that varied from 26 to
69 % (Hussey and Guo 2002; James et al. 2012; Lee and
Thompson 2008; Scholte and Van der Ploeg 2010). Barber
and Delfabbro (2009) stated that in general terms, child
neglect mainly occurs in young children. Both Barber and
Delfabbro (2009) and Spinhoven et al. (2010) also found
that neglected children have an increased risk of other
forms of child abuse. In addition, (emotionally) neglected
children are most vulnerable for lifetime mood disorders
like anxiety or depression in the future (Spinhoven et al.
2010). It therefore seems very important to be alert for
signs of child neglect in the event of family problems.
A third form of child abuse was child sexual abuse. In
foster care, most studies concluded that about 10 % of
foster children have been sexually abused in the past
(Bernedo et al. 2014; James et al. 2012; Scholte 1997;
Strijker et al. 2008; Tarren-Sweeney 2008). At the same
time, Minnis et al. (2006) and Lee and Thompson (2008)
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respectively found percentages of 28 and 29 % in relation
to foster children. As far as children in family-style group
care are concerned, very little information was found: only
a study of Lee and Thompson (2008) reported a percentage
of 17 %. This study additionally showed that foster chil-
dren had a history of sexual abuse significantly more often
than children placed in family-style group care. For resi-
dentially placed children, the percentage of those who have
experienced child sexual abuse in the past appears to be
around 10 % (James et al. 2012; Scholte 1997; Scholte and
Van der Ploeg 2010). Remarkably, Hussey (2006) reported
that almost half of residentially placed children have been
sexually abused, whereby girls were almost one and a half
times more at risk (61 %) than boys.
Next to child abuse, domestic violence was also a rele-
vant risk factor. In foster and family-style group care,
domestic violence occurs within about one-third of the
families of origin (Lee and Thompson 2008; Strijker et al.
2008; Tarren-Sweeney 2008; Yampolskaya et al. 2014).
Lee and Thompson (2008) even reported percentages of
41 % for foster children and 31 % for children in family-
style group care, with statistically significant differences
between both percentages. As far as residentially placed
children are concerned, only Hussey and colleagues
reported domestic violence figures. They concluded that
such violence occurs within about one-sixth of the families
of origin (Hussey 2006; Hussey and Guo 2002).
Furthermore, the presence of parental mental illness
could be identified as an important risk factor within the
family context. In relation to all three types of care, at least
one in three parents show mental illness (Hussey and Guo
2002; Lee and Thompson 2008; Scholte 1997; Scholte and
Van der Ploeg 2010; Strijker et al. 2008; Van der Steege
2012). However, Scholte and Van der Ploeg (2010)
reported that a much higher percentage (61 %) of the
parents (of residentially placed children) showed mental
illness, whereby mothers clearly more often had these
problems (49 %) than fathers (12 %). Likewise, findings of
Minnis et al. (2006) demonstrated that 52 % of the bio-
logical mothers (of foster children) showed mental illness.
Lee and Thompson (2008) reported that the percentage of
children in foster care with mentally ill biological parents
(45 %) was significantly higher than for children in family-
style group care (20 %). In comparing the percentages of
mental illness between parents of children in foster and
residential care, Scholte (1997) found no significant dif-
ferences. It should be noted that because of the differences
in severeness and kinds of parental mental illness, com-
parison between the three types of care is limited. In the
same vein, this heterogeneity presumably have caused the
broad range in percentages of parental mental illness.
Lastly some literature data considered parental sub-
stance abuse and parental incarceration. With reference to
parental substance abuse, in all three types of care at least
one in five parents have alcohol or drug problems (Hussey
2006; Hussey and Guo 2002; Lee and Thompson 2008;
Strijker et al. 2008; Yampolskaya et al. 2014). Hussey and
Guo (2002) even reported drug abuse in 49 % of the par-
ents of children in residential care. Regarding parental
incarceration, Hussey and Guo (2002) demonstrated that
slightly more than 10 % of the residentially placed children
had an incarcerated parent. Lee and Thompson (2008)
found a similar percentage (16 %) of incarcerated parents
for children in family-style group care and a (statistically
significant) higher percentage for foster children (26 %).
Care History Context
To start with, the mean number of previous placements was
an important defining characteristic. For the Netherlands,
we found no literature related to the mean number of
placements or repeated referrals to the three care modalities
concerned. A large study of Yampolskaya et al. (2014),
however, suggested that almost a quarter of the children in
care have already experienced a previous placement, of
which 29 % have been admitted at least four times since
their first referral to youth care. For foster children, some
studies reported a mean of 3.1–3.4 previous placements
(Lee and Thompson 2008; Tarren-Sweeney 2013). Other
studies related to foster care reported a lower mean of
previous placements that lied between 1.3 and 1.8 (James
et al. 2012; Strijker et al. 2008). Concerning children in
family-style group care, Lee and Thompson (2008) con-
cluded that these children have experienced significantly
fewer previous placements than foster children, specifically
2.0 placements. Finally, previous placements in residential
care appear to be the highest, with an average of at least
four (Hussey 2006; Hussey and Guo 2002; James et al.
2012). James et al. (2012) stated that residentially placed
children experienced significantly more placements than
foster children.
With regard to admission from birth home, almost half
of the foster children were placed directly from their birth
home into foster care during their first out-of-home
placement (Barber and Delfabbro 2009; Holtan et al. 2005;
Strijker et al. 2008). The former residences of the other half
of the foster children in these studies were not clearly
reported. Concerning children placed in family-style group
care, findings of Gardeniers and De Vries (2011) demon-
strated that 23 % of these children entered from their birth
home and that approximately the same percentage (22 %)
entered from foster care. Most children (48 %) were placed
into family-style group care from residential care (Garde-
niers and De Vries 2011). Lastly, about half of the children
entered residential care from their birth home (Scholte
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1997; Scholte and Van der Ploeg 2010), although it could
not be determined from the study whether or not this rep-
resented a first out-of-home placement. Next to admission
from birth home, Scholte (1997) reported that 20 % of the
residentially placed children came from a foster family
setting while 28 % came from another residential
institution.
A final defining characteristic was the percentage of
children in child protective service custody. When a child
is at risk for abuse or neglect or has suffered serious
physical or emotional damage, the child can be removed
from the custody of his or her parents or guardians by a
governmental agency (Arizona Office of the Auditor
General 2008). In foster care, the number of children in
child protective service custody appears to be the lowest;
the reported percentages varied from 57 to 59 % (Strijker
et al. 2002; Van den Bergh and Weterings 2010; Van-
schoonlandt et al. 2013). A distinction can be made
between family supervision and a suspension of parental
rights over the child. In the case of suspension, the child is
placed under the permanent legal guardianship of the
government, and the caseworker has rights and responsi-
bility for the care, custody, and control of the child
(DPHHS Human Resources Division 2010). When distin-
guishing between the two types of custody, Strijker et al.
(2002) reported that 19 % of foster children were under
family supervision while 13 % were under permanent legal
guardianship. In family-home care, at least two-thirds of
the children were in child protective service custody,
mostly under family supervision (Gardeniers and De Vries
2011; Lee and Thompson 2008; Van der Steege 2012).
Finally, approximately 75 % of the children in residential
care were in child protective service custody (Hussey 2006;
Lee and Thompson 2008; Scholte and Van der Ploeg
2010). Similarly, a review of Frensch and Cameron (2002)
also concluded that residentially placed children were
mostly under child protective service custody.
Social-Cultural Context
A first important factor in the social-cultural context was
peer relations. Results of Scholte (1997) showed that 8 %
of foster children experienced problems in this area. He
also concluded that such problems were less likely to occur
in foster care than in residential care, where a percentage of
46 % was found (Scholte 1997). Minnis et al. (2006)
reported in contrast a much higher percentage of 63 %
foster children with peer problems in their Scottish sample,
based on the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire. As
far as children in family-style group care are concerned,
Van der Steege (2012) reported that 29 % of the children
had peer problems.
Ethnic background was also a factor that was mentioned
often. In general, about half of the children in care have a
Caucasian ethnic background (Armsden et al. 2000;
Yampolskaya et al. 2014). Nevertheless, the figures con-
cerning ethnic background are hardly comparable due to
both the heterogeneity of the defined ethnic groups and the
diversity within those groups (Bhopal and Donaldson
1998). For example, ‘‘White’’ or ‘‘Caucasian’’ is often used
in American literature; the relevant directive from the U.S.
Office of Management and Budget includes people from
Europe, North Africa, and the Middle East in the definition
of this term (Bhopal and Donaldson 1998). In contrast, the
governmental body of Statistics Netherlands considers
people from both North Africa and the Middle East to be
‘‘non-Western’’ category (Centraal Bureau voor de Statis-
tiek 2000). This non-Western category also includes people
from Africa, Latin America, and Asia. Therefore, the per-
centages related to ethnic background in our scoping
review should be considered as indicative. Several studies
reported that more than half of the American children in
foster care had a Caucasian ethnic background (James et al.
2012; Lee and Thompson 2008). In contrast, Minnis et al.
(2006) reported that 99 % of foster children had a Cau-
casian ethnic background, but this percentage relates to a
Scottish sample and thus is not directly comparable with
American foster children. With respect to residentially
placed American children, almost half had a Caucasian
ethnic background (Hussey 2006; James et al. 2012). In the
Netherlands, Scholte and Van der Ploeg (2010) reported a
slightly higher percentage of 77 % for residentially placed
children. Lastly, a Caucasian ethnic background mostly
occurred in family-style group care both in the United
States and the Netherlands (Gardeniers and De Vries 2011;
Lee and Thompson 2008; Van der Steege 2012). On the
other hand, Lee and Thompson (2008) found no statisti-
cally significant differences in ethnicity between foster
children and children in family-style group care.
A final factor within this context was social-economic
status. James et al. (2012) reported that over 80 % of the
children in foster care lived in poverty, based on the
number of children with insurance through Medicaid
(which is an American social health care program for
families and individuals with low income and limited
resources). Likewise, more than 80 % of the children in
residential care had a low social-economic status (Hussey
2006; James et al. 2012). In a Swedish sample, Franze´n
et al. (2008) reported lower percentages for out-of-home
placed children who are of primary school age. Over 12 %
of the mothers were at or below the poverty line. We found
no results relating to the social-economic status of children
in family-style group care. Overall, both Esposito et al.
(2013) and Franze´n et al. (2008) concluded that adverse
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social-economic factors put young children at risk for out-
of-home placement.
Discussion
In general, family-based settings such as foster or family-
home care are considered to be the preferred type of care
when out-of-home placement is required (Courtney 1998;
Doran and Berliner 2001; United Nations 1989). At the
same time, the reviewed literature showed that at least one-
third of the children placed in family-based settings expe-
rience serious placement disruptions (e.g. Scholte 1997;
Van den Bergh and Weterings 2010). Several researchers
therefore suggest that residential care could sometimes be
in the best interests of the child (e.g. Butler and McPherson
2007; De Swart et al. 2012). This suggestion results in the
challenge of determining when residential care must be
preferred (Frensch and Cameron 2002). However, to date
both evidence-based guidelines and assessment tools to
make informed decisions for a specific type of out-of-home
care are lacking (Barth 2002; Frensch and Cameron 2002;
Huefner et al. 2010). To develop such a scientifically
supported instrument, insight is needed into the populations
referred to the three main care modalities (Barth 2002;
Frensch and Cameron 2002). The primary objective of this
review was hence to determine similarities and differences
in characteristics at admission of school-aged children who
were placed in foster care, family-style group care, and
residential care.
Notwithstanding the large variation in reported figures,
available data indicated the following similarities and dif-
ferences in case characteristics. In relation to similarities,
the literature data showed that the majority of normally
intelligent children in all three care modalities suffer from
severe problems in the individual, family, or social context.
Second, several research gaps were found concerning case
characteristics at admission to all three types of care. As
regards to the individual context, for example, remarkably
little is known about intelligence and related cognitive
development. The prevalence of attachment problems also
remains largely unknown. However, both risk factors
appear to relate to placement outcomes (e.g. Pritchett et al.
2013; Tarren-Sweeney 2008). In the family context, fig-
ures on domestic violence and sexual abuse were
ambiguous or missing in particular. A final research gap in
all three care modalities concern care history (such as age
at admission and length of stay in care), which was also
identified by De Swart et al. (2012). Nevertheless, care
history is strongly associated with negative placement
outcomes (e.g. Jones et al. 2011; Oosterman et al. 2007).
Meanwhile, available data also revealed various differ-
ences among children in the three care modalities.
Concerning the severity of child and family difficulties at
admission, all appear to be most severe in residential care,
with the exception of specific parental problems (such as
parental mental illness, addiction, and incarceration). In
addition, residentially placed children experience the
highest number of previous placements, which seems to
reflect the tendency to view residential care as the treat-
ment of ‘‘last resort’’ (Barth 2002; Huefner et al. 2010;
Nijhof et al. 2014). Our presumption that attachment
problems mostly occur in residential care cannot be con-
firmed, due to an insufficiency of prevalence data regarding
the quality of attachment development. In contrast to res-
idential care, problematic family circumstances (and not
the individual problems of children) appear to be the main
reason for placement in foster care. The high percentages
of parents with individual problems such as addiction and
mental illness suggest in particular that these problems
temporarily preclude parents from offering their children a
healthy upbringing. Finally, findings indeed seem to indi-
cate that family-style group care can be considered an
intermediate type of care between foster care and resi-
dential care, as noted previously (Barth 2002; Huefner
et al. 2010; Rouvoet 2009). Most of the reported percent-
ages concerning child and family difficulties at admission
of children in family-style group care were between the
percentages reported for foster and residentially placed
children. In addition, children mostly appeared to enter
family-style group care from either foster or residential
care.
In summarizing the findings, an initial tentative profile
has emerged. Normally intelligent foster children could be
characterized as young school-aged children whose most
notable individual problems include chronic health prob-
lems as well as behavioral problems. They usually come
from broken, poor families that frequently have histories of
neglect and domestic violence. Many parents appear to
suffer from mental illness, addiction problems, or both, and
one of them would commonly be incarcerated. For children
in family-style group care with average intelligence, the
most common finding was that data concerning their
individual problems were insufficient. However, the few
studies available suggest that attachment and behavioral
problems occur particularly frequently and that the children
would mostly have a Caucasian ethnic background. With
regard to family issues, many children appear to suffer
from physical or emotional abuse and are mainly under
civil law family supervision. Children placed in family-
style group care usually come from another type of care.
Finally, residentially placed children may be characterized
as older school-aged male children with lower than average
IQs. Many of them seem to suffer from chronic health
problems and the reported figures indicate that many of
them are on prescribed medication. Difficulties in peer
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relations and cognitive problems appear to be the most
notable characteristics of residentially placed children, who
also seem to frequently display severe emotional and
behavioral problems. The extent to which these social-
emotional problems relate to attachment problems remains
unknown. Furthermore, residentially placed children tend
to come from broken, poor families that chiefly have his-
tories of child abuse, neglect, and sexual abuse. Many
parents in these families seem to suffer from mental illness
and addiction. Literature data suggest that these children
are usually under permanent legal guardianship and have
experienced an average of at least four placements before
they enter residential care.
The results of this review support arguments for the
development of an evidence-based assessment tool to make
well-informed referral decisions when 24-h out-of-home
placement is needed. However, future (longitudinal)
research is required to relate intake characteristics to both
short- and long-term placement outcomes (Curtis et al.
2001). Other determining factors for out-of-home care
should also be considered when developing such an
assessment tool, including living group climate (Strijbosch
et al. 2015) and the professionalism of youth care workers
(De Swart et al. 2012). The hope is that this all will
eventually result in optimizing the effectiveness of pro-
vided care, given each child’s unique situation.
Limitations
Some limitations should be noted regarding this scoping
review. The first relates to the broad search approach that
was used (and is characteristic of a scoping review). In this
approach, a study’s substantive relevance is considered to
be more important than the methodology used within it
(Arksey and O’Malley 2005). However, we still considered
this technique to be the most appropriate for answering our
research question. The second limitation concerns the
considerable variance in the figures reported on the indi-
vidual and contextual characteristics of children in care,
due to the heterogeneity in research methodology, popu-
lations, or intervention characteristics of the reviewed
studies. For example, the ‘‘residential treatment’’ category
in research data includes many definitions, ranging from
small-scale community-based settings for 8–10 children to
major institutes that are isolated from community life
(Curtis et al. 2001; Frensch and Cameron 2002; Huefner
et al. 2010). The same is applicable for the terms and
definitions used in literature data for foster care (Curtis
et al. 2001; Franze´n et al. 2008) and family-style group
care (Frensch and Cameron 2002; Harder et al. 2013).
Third, to deal with the heterogeneity of the terminology
utilized in the literature for the three main types of out-of-
home care, our search strategy utilized numerous common
keywords for every type of care. However, we may have
missed particular keywords. Fourth, placement decisions
are often dependent on policy of local child care systems or
child welfare workers placement preferences (Barth 2002;
Bhatti-Sinclair and Sutcliffe 2012; Curtis et al. 2001;
Frensch and Cameron 2002; Huefner et al. 2010; James
et al. 2004), resource availability (Broeders et al. 2015;
Frensch and Cameron 2002; Huefner et al. 2010), and the
child’s ethnicity (Becker et al. 2007; Fernandez 1999). This
phenomenon has presumably caused large variance in
population characteristics and thus limited the generaliz-
ability of research findings. Moreover, it also confirms the
need for an evidence-based assessment tool for making
well-informed referral decisions. Lastly, no uniform defi-
nition is available for some constructs (such as ethnic
background and attachment), which complicates compar-
isons between relevant percentages. Such situations were
explicitly indicated in the result section.
Funding This study was funded by the Reformed Civil Orphanage
Rotterdam, the Netherlands. This foundation is fully independent and
will not receive any benefit from the research results.
Compliance with Ethical Standards
Conflict of interest The authors declared no potential conflicts of
interests with respect to the authorship or publication of this article.
Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (http://crea
tivecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use,
distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided you give
appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a
link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were
made.
References
Andrews, D. A., Bonta, J., & Wormith, J. S. (2011). The risk-need-
responsivity (RNR) model: Does adding the good lives model
contribute to effective crime prevention? Criminal Justice and
Behavior, 38(7), 735–755. doi:10.1177/0093854811406356.
Arizona Office of the Auditor General. (2008). Child Removal
Process (Report No. 02–10). Retrieved from http://www.
azauditor.gov/sites/default/files/02-10Highlights.pdf
Arksey, H., & O’Malley, L. (2005). Scoping studies: Towards a method-
ological framework. International Journal of SocialResearchMethod-
ology, 8(1), 19–32. doi:10.1080/1364557032000119616.
Armsden, G., Pecora, P. J., Payne, V. H., & Szatkiewicz, J. P. (2000).
Children placed in long-term foster care: An intake profile using the
Child Behavior Checklist/4-18. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral
Disorders, 8(1), 49–64. doi:10.1177/106342660000800106.
Barber, J. G., &Delfabbro, P. H. (2002). The plight of disruptive children in
out-of-home care. Children’s Services: Social Policy, Research, &
Practice, 5(3), 201–212. doi:10.1207/s15326918cs0503_5.
Barber, J. G., & Delfabbro, P. H. (2009). The profile and progress of
neglected and abused children in long-term foster care. Child
Abuse and Neglect, 33(7), 421–428. doi:10.1016/j.chiabu.2006.
03.013.
2368 J Child Fam Stud (2016) 25:2357–2371
123
Barber, J. G., Delfabbro, P. H., & Cooper, L. L. (2001). The
predictors of unsuccessful transition to foster care. Journal of
Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 42(6), 785–790.
Bartelink, C. (2013). Uithuisplaatsing: Wat werkt? [Out-of-home
placement: What works?]. Retrieved from http://www.nji.nl/nl/
(311053)-nji-dossierDownloads-Watwerkt_Uithuisplaatsing.pdf
Barth, R. P. (2002). Institutions vs. foster homes: The empirical base
for the second century of debate. Chapel Hill, NC: Annie E.
Casey Foundation, University of North Carolina, School of
Social Work, Jordan Institute for Families.
Becker, M. A., Jordan, N., & Larsen, R. (2007). Predictors of
successful permanency planning and length of stay in foster care:
The role of race, diagnosis and place of residence. Children and
Youth Services Review, 29(8), 1102–1113. doi:10.1016/j.child
youth.2007.04.009.
Bernedo, I. M., Salas, M. D., Fuentes, M. J., & Garcı´a-Martı´n, M. A.
(2014). Foster children’s behavior problems and impulsivity in
the family and school context. Children and Youth Services
Review, 42, 43–49. doi:10.1016/j.childyouth.2014.03.022.
Bhatti-Sinclair, K., & Sutcliffe, C. (2012). What determines the out-
of-home placement of children in the USA? Children and Youth
Services Review, 34(9), 1749–1755. doi:10.1016/j.childyouth.
2012.05.004.
Bhopal, R., & Donaldson, L. (1998). White, European, Western,
Caucasian, or What? Inappropriate Labeling in Research on
Race, Ethnicity, and Health. American Journal of Public Health,
88(9), 1303–1307.
Broeders, R., Van der Helm, G. H. P., & Stams, G. J. J. M. (2015).
Preventie van gesloten plaatsingen van jongeren met ernstige
gedragsproblemen in Friesland: Een pleidooi voor een gerichte
aanpak [Prevention of closed residential placement of children
with severe behavior problems in the province of Friesland (the
Netherlands): A plea for a targeted approach]. Orthopedagogiek:
Onderzoek & Praktijk, 54(8), 318–330.
Butler, L. S., & McPherson, P. M. (2007). Is residential treatment
misunderstood? Journal of Child and Family Studies, 16(4),
465–472. doi:10.1007/s10826-006-9101-6.
Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek. (2000). Hoe doet het CBS dat nou?
Standaarddefinitie allochtonen [How does the Central Bureau of
Statistics (CBS) that? Standard defintion of immigrants].
Retrieved from http://www.cbs.nl/NR/rdonlyres/26785779-
AAFE-4B39-AD07-59F34DCD44C8/0/index1119.pdf
Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek. (2013). Huwelijksontbindingen;
door echtscheiding en door overlijden [Marriage dissolution; by
divorce and death]. Retrieved from http://statline.cbs.nl/Stat
Web/publication/?VW=T&DM=SLNL&PA=37425ned&D1=a&
D2=0,10,20,30,40,50,(l-1)-l&HD=140912-1655&HDR=G1&
STB=T
Courtney, M. E. (1998). Correlates of social worker decisions to seek
treatment-oriented out-of-home care.Children and Youth Services
Review, 20(4), 281–304. doi:10.1016/s0190-7409(98)00008-5.
Curtis, P. A., Alexander, G., & Lunghofer, L. A. (2001). A literature
review comparing the outcomes of residential group care and
therapeutic foster care. Child and Adolescent Social Work
Journal, 18(5), 377–392.
De Swart, J. J. W., Van den Broek, H., Stams, G. J. J. M., Asscher, J.
J., Van der Laan, P. H., Holsbrink-Engels, G. A., & Van der
Helm, G. H. P. (2012). The effectiveness of institutional youth
care over the past three decades: A meta-analysis. Children and
Youth Services Review, 34(9), 1818–1824.
Doran, L., & Berliner, L. (2001). Placement decisions for children in
long-term foster care: Innovative practices and literature
review. Olympia: Washington State Institute for Public Policy.
DPHHS Human Resources Division. (2010). What happens next? A
guide to the Child and Family Services Devision (CFSD), Child
Protection Services (CPS). Retrieved from https://dojmt.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2011/05/whathappensnext.pdf
Esposito, T., Trocme´, N., Chabot, M., Shlonsky, A., Collin-Ve´zina,
D., & Sinha, V. (2013). Placement of children in out-of-home
care in Que´bec, Canada: When and for whom initial out-of-home
placement is most likely to occur. Children and Youth Services
Review, 35(12), 2031–2039. doi:10.1016/j.childyouth.2013.10.
010.
Fernandez, E. (1999). Pathways in substitute care: Representation of
placement careers of children using event history analysis.
Children and Youth Services Review, 21(3), 177–216. doi:10.
1016/s0190-7409(99)00014-6.
Franze´n, E., Vinnerljung, B., & Hjern, A. (2008). The epidemiology
of out-of-home care for children and youth: A national cohort
study. British Journal of Social Work, 38(6), 1043–1059. doi:10.
1093/bjsw/bcl380.
Frensch, K. M., & Cameron, G. (2002). Treatment of choice or a last
resort? A review of residential mental health placements for
children and youth. Child & Youth Care Forum, 31(5), 307–339.
doi:10.1023/a:1016826627406.
Gardeniers, M., & De Vries, A. (2011). Factsheet Gezinshuizen:
Gezinshuizen in Nederland; een verkenning [Family-style group
homes in the Netherlands; an exploration]. De Glind: Rudolph-
stichting & Gezinshuis.com.
Grietens, H. (2012). Aard en omvang van seksueel misbruik in de
pleegzorg en de reactie op signalen (periode 1945–2007)
[Nature and extent of sexual abuse in foster care and the
response to signals (period 1945–2007)]. Groningen: Rijksuni-
versiteit Groningen.
Harder, A., Zeller, M., Lopez Lopez, M., Ko¨ngeter, S., & Knorth, E.
(2013). Different sizes, similar challenges: Out-of-home care for
youth in Germany and the Netherlands. Psychosocial Interven-
tion, 22(3), 203–213.
Holtan, A., Rønning, J. A., Handega˚rd, B. H., & Sourander, A.
(2005). A comparison of mental health problems in kinship and
nonkinship foster care. European Child Adolescent Psychiatry,
14(4), 200–207.
Huefner, J. C., James, S., Ringle, J., Thompson, R. W., & Daly, D. L.
(2010). Patterns of movement for youth within an integrated
continuum of residential services. Children and Youth Services
Review, 32(6), 857–864. doi:10.1016/j.childyouth.2010.02.005.
Hussey, D. L. (2006). Gender differences in young residential
treatment children. Residential Treatment for Children & Youth,
24(1–2), 19–34. doi:10.1080/08865710802146671.
Hussey, D. L., & Guo, S. (2002). Profile characteristics and
behavioral change trajectories of young residential children.
Journal of Child and Family Studies, 11(4), 401–410. doi:10.
1023/a:1020927223517.
James, S., Landsverk, J., & Slymen, D. J. (2004). Placement
movement in out-of-home care: Patterns and predictors. Chil-
dren and Youth Services Review, 26(2), 185–206. doi:10.1016/j.
childyouth.2004.01.008.
James, S., Roesch, S., & Zhang, J. J. (2012). Characteristics and
behavioral outcomes for youth in group care and family-based
care: A propensity score matching approach using national data.
Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders, 20(3), 144–156.
doi:10.1177/1063426611409041.
Jones, R., Everson-Hock, E. S., Papaioannou, D., Guillaume, L.,
Goyder, E., Chilcott, J., & Swann, C. (2011). Factors associated
with outcomes for looked-after children and young people: A
correlates review of the literature. Child: Care, Health and
Development, 37(5), 613–622.
Kerig, P. K., Ludlow, A., & Wenar, C. (2012). Developmental
psychopathology: From infancy through adolescence (6th ed.).
Maidenhead, UK: McGraw-Hill Education.
J Child Fam Stud (2016) 25:2357–2371 2369
123
Lee, B. R., & Thompson, R. (2008). Comparing outcomes for youth
in treatment foster care and family-style group care. Children
and Youth Services Review, 30(7), 746–757. doi:10.1016/j.
childyouth.2007.12.002.
Lee, B., & Thompson, R. (2009). Examining externalizing behavior
trajectories of youth in group homes: is there evidence for peer
contagion? Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 37(1),
31–44. doi:10.1007/s10802-008-9254-4.
Minnis, H., Minnis, K., Everett, A., Pelosi, J., & Dunn, M. (2006).
Children in foster care: Mental health, service use and costs.
European Child Adolescent Psychiatry, 15(2), 63–70.
Newton, R. R., Litrownik, A. J., & Landsverk, J. A. (2000). Children and
youth in foster care: disentangling the relationship between problem
behaviors and number of placements. Child Abuse and Neglect,
24(10), 1363–1374. doi:10.1016/s0145-2134(00)00189-7.
Nijhof, K. S., Otten, R., & Vermaes, I. P. R. (2014). Stability of post-
treatment functioning after residential treatment: The percep-
tions of parents and adolescents. Children and Youth Services
Review, 36, 53–61. doi:10.1016/j.childyouth.2013.10.027.
Oosterman, M., Schuengel, C., Slot, N. W., Bullens, R. A. R., &
Doreleijers, T. A. H. (2007). Disruptions in foster care: A review
and meta-analysis. Children and Youth Services Review, 29(1),
53–76. doi:10.1016/j.childyouth.2006.07.003.
Pinto, R. J., & Maia, Aˆ. C. (2013). Psychopathology, physical
complaints and health risk behaviors among youths who were
victims of childhood maltreatment: A comparison between home
and institutional interventions. Children and Youth Services
Review, 35(4), 603–610. doi:10.1016/j.childyouth.2013.01.008.
Pritchett, R., Gillberg, C., & Minnis, H. (2013). What do child
characteristics contribute to outcomes from care: A PRISMA
review. Children and Youth Services Review, 35(9), 1333–1341.
doi:10.1016/j.childyouth.2013.05.001.
Rouvoet, A. (2009). Stand van zaken gezinshuizen [Status quo in
family-style group homes] (Report No. JZ/GJ-2874111).
Retrieved from http://www.rijksoverheid.nl/documenten-en-pub
licaties/kamerstukken/2009/02/20/gezinshuizen.html
Scholte, E. M. (1997). Exploration of criteria for residential and foster
care. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry and Allied
Disciplines, 38(6), 657–666.
Scholte, E. M., & Van der Ploeg, J. D. (2007). The development of a
rating scale to screen social and emotional detachment in
children and adolescents. International Journal of Methods in
Psychiatric Research, 16(3), 137–149. doi:10.1002/mpr.222.
Scholte, E. M., & Van der Ploeg, J. D. (2010). Effectiviteit in de
residentiele jeugdzorg: Doelgroepen en werkwijze van Horizon
[Effectiveness in residential youth care: Target group and
process in Horizon]. Leiden: Universiteit Leiden afdeling
Orthopedagogiek.
Spinhoven, P., Elzinga, B. M., Hovens, J. G., Roelofs, K., Zitman, F.
G., van Oppen, P., & Penninx, B. W. (2010). The specificity of
childhood adversities and negative life events across the life span
to anxiety and depressive disorders. Journal of Affective
Disorders, 126(1), 103–112. doi:10.1016/j.jad.2010.02.132.
Strijbosch, E. L. L., Huijs, J. A. M., Stams, G. J. J. M., Wissink, I. B.,
van der Helm, G. H. P., de Swart, J. J. W., & van der Veen, Z.
(2015). The outcome of institutional youth care compared to
non-institutional youth care for children of primary school age
and early adolescence: A multi-level meta-analysis. Children
and Youth Services Review, 58, 208–218. doi:10.1016/j.child
youth.2015.09.018.
Strijker, J., & Knorth, E. J. (2009). Factors associated with the
adjustment of foster children in the Netherlands. American
Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 79(3), 421–429. doi:10.1037/
a0016598.
Strijker, J., Knorth, E., & Knot-Dickscheit, J. (2008). Placement
history of foster children: A study of placement history and
outcomes in long-term family foster care. Child Welfare, 87(5),
107–124.
Strijker, J., Zandberg, T., & Van der Meulen, B. F. (2002). Indicators
for placement in foster care. British Journal of Social Work,
32(2), 217–231. doi:10.1093/bjsw/32.2.217.
Strijker, J., Zandberg, T., & Van der Meulen, B. F. (2005). Typologies
and outcomes for foster children. Child & Youth Care Forum,
34(1), 43–55. doi:10.1007/s10566-004-0881-9.
Sullivan, D. (2008). The well-being of children in foster care:
Exploring physical and mental health needs. Children and Youth
Services Review, 30(7), 774.
Tarren-Sweeney, M. (2008). Retrospective and concurrent predictors
of the mental health of children in care. Children and Youth
Services Review, 30(1), 1–25. doi:10.1016/j.childyouth.2007.05.
014.
Tarren-Sweeney, M. (2013). An investigation of complex attachment-
and trauma-related symptomatology among children in foster
and kinship care. Child Psychiatry and Human Development,
44(6), 727–741. doi:10.1007/s10578-013-0366-x.
United Nations. (1989). United Nations Convention on the Rights of
the Child, 61th plenary meeting. Paper presented at the
Committee on the Rights of the Child, New York. http://www.
un.org/documents/ga/res/44/a44r025.htm
United Nations. (2009, December 18). Guidelines for the alternative
care of children [Resolution General Assembly] Retrieved from
http://www.un.org/en/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/RES/
64/142
Van den Bergh, P. M., & Weterings, A. M. (2010). Pleegzorg in
perspectief: Ontwikkelingen in theorie en praktijk [Foster care in
perspective: Developments in theory and practice]. Assen, the
Netherlands: Koninklijke Van Gorcum BV.
Van der Steege, M. (2012). Gezinshuizen in de jeugdzorg: De kennis
verzameld en de stand van zaken [Family-style group homes in
youth care: Current knowledge and status quo]. Utrecht:
Nederlands Jeugdinstituut.
Van IJzendoorn, M. H. (2008). IQ of children growing up in
children’s homes: A meta-analysis on IQ delays in orphanages.
Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 54(3), 341–366.
Van IJzendoorn, M. H., Schuengel, C., & Bakermans-Kranenburg, M.
J. (1999). Disorganized attachment in early childhood: Meta-
analysis of precursors, concomitants, and sequelae. Development
and Psychopathology, 11(2), 225–249.
Van Manen, O. (2011). Versterking en uitbreiding van pleegzorg-
plaatsingen voor kinderen die niet meer thuis kunnen wonen:
Opzet voor het pleegzorgprogramma van Stichting Kinder-
postzegels Nederland [Strengthening and expansion for out-of-
home placed children in foster care: Design for the foster care
program of Foundation for Children’s Welfare Stamps Nether-
lands]. Leiden: Stichting Kinderpostzegels Nederland.
Vanderfaeillie, J., Van Holen, F., Vanschoonlandt, F., Robberechts,
M., & Stroobants, T. (2013). Children placed in long-term family
foster care: A longitudinal study into the development of
problem behavior and associated factors. Children and Youth
Services Review, 35(4), 587–593. doi:10.1016/j.childyouth.2012.
12.012.
Vanschoonlandt, F., Vanderfaeillie, J., Van Holen, F., & De Maeyer,
S. (2012). Development of an intervention for foster parents of
young foster children with externalizing behavior: Theoretical
basis and program description. Clinical Child and Family
Psychology Review, 15(4), 330–344. doi:10.1007/s10567-012-
0123-x.
Vanschoonlandt, F., Vanderfaeillie, J., Van Holen, F., De Maeyer, S.,
& Robberechts, M. (2013). Externalizing problems in young
foster children: Prevalence rates, predictors and service use.
Children and Youth Services Review, 35(4), 716–724. doi:10.
1016/j.childyouth.2013.01.015.
2370 J Child Fam Stud (2016) 25:2357–2371
123
Vermaes, I. P. R., & Nijhof, K. S. (2014). Zijn jongeren in
Jeugdzorgplus anders dan jongeren in de open residentiele
jeugdzorg? [Are juveniles in secured youth care different from
juveniles in open residential youth care?]. Orthopedagogiek:
Onderzoek & Praktijk, 53(1), 33–46.
Wilson, K., Sinclair, I., Taylor, C., & Pithouse, A. (2004). Fostering
success: An exploration of the research literature on foster care.
London: Social Care Institute for Excellence.
Yampolskaya, S., Sharrock, P., Armstrong, M. I., Strozier, A., &
Swanke, J. (2014). Profile of children placed in out-of-home
care: Association with permanency outcomes. Children and
Youth Services Review, 36, 195–200. doi:10.1016/j.childyouth.
2013.11.018.
Zima, B. T., Bussing, R., Freeman, S., Yang, X., Belin, T. R., &
Forness, S. R. (2000). Behavior problems, academic skill delays
and school failure among school-aged children in foster care:
Their relationship to placement characteristics. Journal of Child
and Family Studies, 9(1), 87–103.
J Child Fam Stud (2016) 25:2357–2371 2371
123
